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NOAH AND HIS FAMILY. 

IN the long enumerations of earlier patriarchs Noah 
claims our special interest not only because he occupies 
more space than any patriarch before Abraham, but be- 
cause he has preserved most clearly some of the original 
mythological features which the unprejudiced critic will 
expect in the representatives of the heroic traditions of any 
nation. Thus Noah is so distinct from the lifeless figures 
as which most of these patriarchs appear now, that he must 
be enigmatic to the ordinary theologian. Even those who 
wished to be critical have expressed their wonder at Noah's 
unusual character so incompatible with their anachronistic 
conception of a perfect saint, i. e., a conception formed 
according to the ideals of the latest Judaism or of Chris- 
tianity. 

From the few writers who have kept themselves free 
of such anachronisms and have shown insight into the 
peculiar thinking of the ancient Orient, I quote Alfred 
Jeremias: 1 "Noah," he says, "has been surrounded with 
the motives of the bringer of a new era." To substantiate 
this claim, he refers to the name Noah, which was con- 
nected with a root meaning "rest"; to the parallel play 
with its etymology, Gen. v. 29, that "the same shall comfort 
us from our work" ; and to Noah's connection with the vine, 
the symbol both of a new era and, Jeremias believes, of 

1 Das Alte Testament im Lichte des Alten Orients, second edition, p. 250. 
The English translation (I, 273) mitigates the expressions considerably. 
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dominion over the upper world. 2 His drunkenness and ob- 
scene behavior reappear in another survivor of a great 
catastrophe, namely in Lot, whose two daughters are the 
counterpart of Noah's two virtuous sons, as the great con- 
flagration of Sodom forms a parallel to the Great Flood. 

So far Alfred Jeremias. We can emphasize these very 
cautious expressions and state more boldly : our patriarch 
bears, as the regenerator of mankind, largely the character 
of the dying and reviving god worshiped all over Western 
Asia, Egypt, and Europe under many different names, in 
Egypt as Osiris, in Asia Minor as Attis, Dionysos, etc., in 
Canaan under the name of Adonis or Tammuz (which 
latter name reappears in Babylonia in shortened forms like 
Duzu). This important divinity bears largely solar char- 
acter but may represent all changing nature, as we now 
see especially clearly, e. g., in the case of Osiris ; the paral- 
lel stellar explanations, which we must expect in Western 
Asia, are very complicated. The reason for comparing 
Noah with this mortal and yet eternal god is that this god 
is frequently connected with the origin of mankind. We 
shall examine the application of his characteristics to Noah 
in detail, and the peculiar motives characterizing him. 

We must find it strange that the Biblical text does not 
mention at all what we should regard as the most important 
reason for the characterization of the Flood hero as the 
"comforter" (or, as we should rather expect, "savior"), 
namely that he rescued mankind from destruction in the 
Deluge and reorganized it. As the scanty narrative stands 
now, evidently badly mutilated by the arbitrary handling 
of suspicious priestly expurgators, it has retained, never- 
theless, a trace of earlier thinking in the explanation of 
Noah's significant name : "The same shall comfort us from 
(A. V. concerning; R. V. of; Am. R. V. in) our work and 

2 The latter point is debatable. I can only find that the vine often repre- 
sents heaven, so that it is nothing but a symbolization of life, especially eternal 
life. Illustrations for this idea are given below. 
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from (the same variants) the toil of our hands because of 
the ground which the Lord hath cursed." This expression 
is unusual in the employment of the preposition "[away] 
from," as all translators have felt. If we prosaically under- 
stand the blessings which Noah brought to mankind, ex- 
clusively or principally of the discovery of wine, then we 
may explain that expression thus that the new drink will 
comfort man so as to make him forget his hard agricultural 
toil. This toil remains what it has been since Adam's 
time, but now it can be borne so much more easily with 
the exhilarating and strengthening fruit of the vine. This 
interpretation seems to be meant in Gen. v. 29, and some 
modern exegetes are satisfied with it. Nevertheless it is 
only a piece of old rationalism trying to explain in too 
jejune a way why the vine was held in such high esteem 
by all religions of the ancient Orient. 

Of course, such rationalism is very far from the truth ; 
the reasons why all religions down to the Christian attached 
to the vine the profoundest symbolism are not so prosaic 
and simple. To illustrate the mystic valuation of that sym- 
bolical plant in early Christianity, I may point to the fact, 
not yet observed as far as I know, that the Gospel of John, 
a book especially inclining toward religious symbolism, 
makes Christ begin his public ministry by the miracle of 
changing water to wine and close it with the elaborate 
simile of the true vine, chap. xv. We must bear in mind 
that this mystic respect for the vine, the fruit of which 
"cheereth God and man" (Judges ix. 13), appears the 
deeper in the mind of the ancient Orientals, the farther 
we can go back into their mythologies. They did not ex- 
press it as onesidedly as the Greeks when the Asianic cult 
of Dionysos came to them ; nevertheless, the rich mythology 
which surrounded the young sun-god under the names of 
Dionysos, etc. — a wealth very little intelligible to the Greeks 
who preserved it only mechanically — originated in the 
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Orient. We cannot enter here upon a discussion as to how 
much of that mythology was derived from Asianic cults 
and how much goes back to the more original sources in 
Syria and Egypt. As I hope to show later, in another 
essay, Egypt contributed a much larger share to that 
Dionysos mythology than is usually admitted. It is of 
high importance, e. g., that we have now in hieroglyphics 
the repeated statement that the great celestial god (espe- 
cially in the form of the dying god Osiris whom the Greeks 
accordingly identified with their Dionysos) was born (or 
begotten) through the grape (or wine), tasted (or used) 
by the eternal virgin, i. e., the goddess of heaven. 8 This 
must not necessarily be interpreted to imply that the the- 
ories connecting the vine with the origin and development 
of mankind arose in Egypt first. Although we shall hardly 
ever be able to find them in Asiatic inscriptions as early as 
in Egypt, 4 nevertheless they may have wandered to that 
country, at a much earlier time, from Western Asia. There, 
at any rate, the vine played a much greater part than in 
Egypt, where beer-like beverages always prevailed over 
wine. 

Be that as it may, we can now see how the story of the 
heavenly fruit originated by which the first mortal god, 
i. e., the progenitor of humanity, died and yet became 
immortal — immortal at least in his offspring, or otherwise. 
In what way the Babylonian story of how mankind lost 
immortality (by Adapa refusing to eat celestial food) de- 
pends on the myth of the vine is difficult to say, whether 
it is an old parallel or an inversion of it. At any rate, 
both cannot well be independent from each other. In the 
form in which the myth of the heavenly fruit is presented 
by the Bible, various versions seem to have been blended. 

8 See W. Max Miiller, Egyptian Mythology, pp. 36, 113, etc. 

* Only the Sumerian name of the vine as the "tree (or bush) of life" is a 
trace of the antiquity of that mythological idea in Babylonia. 
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Both the Adapa motive is visible there (in God's prohibi- 
tion) and the other motive, in the half -effaced idea that 
by eating the fatal fruit, sexual love and propagation were 
originated in the human race. Although the story, and 
especially the detail of the forbidden tree's nature admitted 
of many variants, yet we may be sure that, also among the 
Hebrews, what was explained as the fatal fruit responsible 
for the origin of mankind was by preference the grape. 
Now Adam, the first man, has his antitype in Noah, the 
new progenitor of mankind ; therefore Noah had to be sur- 
rounded with as many motives of the Adam-Osiris-Diony- 
sos stories as possible ; see above. 

We need not strive with the problem of disentangling 
these very complicated motives; the most important point 
here is why Noah had to be characterized by the vine. If 
a reader should not be satisfied by the rationalizing ex- 
planation which the Biblical narrator gives of that vener- 
able but obscure plant-symbol, he might insist that the 
expression "comfort away from," which has given so much 
trouble to the commentators, still remains unusual, and 
he might find in it an indication of a more thorough deliv- 
erance of mankind from misery by Noah. Some may ven- 
ture the hypothesis that this indicated, originally, a more 
optimistic and general explanation of Noah's agricultural 
activity, namely that he brought God's blessing to man- 
kind and made the whole ground so much more productive 
that Yahveh's curse, Gen. iii. 17-19, did not hold any 
longer. 6 If we were sure of this, we should recognize the 
idea that the beneficent god Adonis manifests himself prin- 
cipally in all vegetation in which he eternally dies and 
revives. He shows this immortality especially in grain 
which, as the principal life-sustaining plant, is a lower 

B The dianapausei of the LXX admits the explanation "he will interrupt" 
or even "he will end" ; the Hebrew manuscript of the LXX seems, however, to 
have made the play with nuah, "rest," more distinct by reading yaniah, "he will 
make rest." 
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parallel to the higher life-giving plant, the vine (possibly 
also because imitations of wine can be prepared from 
grain). This idea led in late Egypt to the rationalistic 
version, preserved in Plutarch, that Osiris taught men not 
only the cultivation of the vine but agriculture in general. 
A parallel with such a rationalistic explanation of the god 
of vegetation and harvest might be found in Gen. ix. 20: 
"And Noah began to be a husbandman." 6 This theory can, 
however, not be demonstrated with certainty in the present 
Biblical text which speaks only of Noah's planting a vine- 
yard. Thus, in the light of the old mythological speculations 
— whether we treat them as old, purely Asiatic ideas, or 
as influenced by the Egyptian Osiris mythology — it may 
remain safer to limit Noah's blessing, indeed, to the inven- 
tion of wine. 7 

A borrowing from Egypt becomes more probable 
when we examine the mythological details connected with 
the wine-drinking of this second Adam, namely Noah's 
obscene drunkenness in his tent (Gen. ix. 21). So far we 
have a parallel only in Egypt. Osiris is often represented 
ithyphallic, lying on his back. Egyptian mythology usually 
explains that thus the god, after his death, begat a son 
with his sister-wife Isis (or two sons with Isis and Neph- 
thys). The variants describing this as happening in his 
drunkenness can, in Egypt, be restored from hints in the 
very earliest traditions (W. Max Mtiller, loc. cit.). As 
has been noticed, e. g., by Alfred Jeremias (see above), 
we have in the Hebrew tradition the same detail in Noah's 
parallel, Lot, who unconsciously, i. e., while very drunk, 

* The Biblical writers; of course, would have had to reconcile such a view 
with the story of the beginning of agriculture as being imposed, as a punish- 
ment, on Adam, the other personality bearing largely the character of Adonis. 
However, they would not have found it difficult to do this. 

7 The Biblical text does not make it quite clear that Noah was the first 
vine-grower, but Noah's parallels in other mythologies confirm this theory 
which has been generally accepted by modern exegetes even without recogni- 
tion of those parallels. Adam found the plant wild, Noah cultivated it. 
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begets the progenitors of two great nations with his two 
daughters. 8 These daughters evidently correspond with 
the Egyptian goddesses Isis and Nephthys whose close 
relationship to the drunken god admits Egyptian variants, 
bringing the myth still nearer to the Hebrew story. Out- 
side of Palestine, exact Asiatic parallels are not known 
so far, but it is again possible that those details will be 
found scattered in the corresponding traditions of other 
Asiatic countries which worshiped the renascent god. 9 The 
probability that we have in the two Hebrew stories of the 
drunken obscenity of the first man, not the old Asiatic 
Adonis motives but a distinct loan from the Egyptian 
Osiris myth is increased, however, also by the detail that 
drunken Noah lies, in his shameless attitude, in his tent. 
A settled agriculturist ought to have something better, a 
house, or at least a hut, and the drinking inside also does 
not look quite natural. If we remember that Osiris, when be 
is represented as begetting offspring after his death, rests 
in his sarcophagus, we have a satisfactory explanation of 
the "tent" as a small, probably square, frame surrounding 
Noah. It is, of course, only a variant of the box of Adonis, 
but the begetting from the chest is distinctly Egyptian, as 
far as we know; it rests on the specifically Egyptian de- 
velopment of the dying god as master of the dead, which, 
in the Osiris mythology, overshadowed all earlier functions 
of that originally Asiatic god, so that the chest became the 
sarcophagus. 

I should not lay so much stress on Noah's ark as prov- 
ing special Egyptian characteristics. Originally the ark 

* Some modern commentators have considered this myth as specially in- 
vented by Hebrew hatred in the intention to disgrace the hostile neighboring 
nations Moab and Ammon as the worst bastards, born out of die grossest 
incest. The Jewish rabbies, probably, began to interpret it in that malicious 
sense as soon as the old myths were dead and as unintelligible to them as to 
those modern theologians. As long, however, as those myths were somewhat 
understood, the story of Moab's and Ammon's origin ought not to have shocked 
the readers and may even have reflected esteem for those close relatives of the 
Hebrews. Mythology knew no prudery. 

* On the astral explanation of the two daughters see below. 
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was the square box in which the new-born sun-god drifted 
around in the abyss covering the whole world ; that it was 
well closed symbolizes the dense darkness in which the 
new god appeared. 10 Also the "box of reed" in which 
Moses floated on the Nile, belongs to Egyptian mythology; 
for the birth-story of that new type of Adonis-Tammuz — 
because Moses is another savior of mankind from death, 
sin, and ignorance — intends to be Egyptian in coloring. 
But the birth-legend of Sargon I 11 likewise describes how 
the virgin mother put the baby in a box of reed, covering 
its door (i. e., lid) with bitumen, and let the box float down 
the river. So this motive of the box can be traced in Meso- 
potamia back to the golden age of Babylonian literature, 
around 2000 B. C, to which the Sargon myth seems to 
belong. It is surprising that the Babylonian Deluge story 
does not as carefully as the Biblical writers emphasize that 
Noah's vessel, which saved humanity, was only an enlarged 
imitation of that box which had saved the divine infant," 
the progenitor of humanity. Missing this speculation, the 
Babylonian simply makes the saving vessel a big ship. We 
need not dwell too much on this detail as betraying the 
later character of that epic. We can see from the Egyptian 
parallels that the original square vessel first becomes a 

10 Cp. on this box in Egyptian mythology, W. Max Miiller, Eg. Mythology, 
pp. 71 (where the box is said by priestly interpreters to symbolize Nut, the 
heavenly ocean at night-time), 76, 94, etc. 

"Pinches, Proc. Soc. Bibl. Arch., XVIII, 257; A. Jeremias, op. cit., p. 
410, etc. 

12 Christ's birth-box could not well float because Bethlehem is situated in 
too dry a hill country. Therefore it had to be a manger, a stellar motive 
parallel to that of the floating box Argo. Although Luke (ii. 7) does not say 
so expressly, there is hardly a doubt that he had, with his mention of the man- 
ger, the important symbolism in mind that thus the divine infant rested between 
or below an ox and an ass, i. e., the manger represented on earth the square 
frame of Orion, the hero, which stands between the constellations Taurus and 
Lepus ; the latter can be explained as a small ass because of having long ears. 
This symbolism, which extra-Biblical traditions have correctly preserved, re- 
curs partly (John xii. 15) when Christ at His public triumph appears riding 
on the colt of an ass, like Orion on Lepus- Asinus (in Egyptian mythology: 
Horus victorious over Seth). — If the constellation Argo is explained as the 
manger, Christ appears above it, as the imperfect perspective of primitive art 
would represent Him lying inside. 
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basket watched by the heavenly goddess Isis (Mtiller, op. 
cit., Fig. 120), and then a simple ship, such as a small boat 
made of reed and papyrus (ibid.). This vessel can then 
easily be connected with the two important ships used in 
the present condition of the world : the boat on which the 
sun-god every day sails over the blue sky, or the ferry-boat 
on which the souls cross the dark Stygian waters to reach 
the realm of the dead. 18 Thus the constellation Argo, the 
stellar picture of the divine ship (Muller, op. cit., pp. 57, 
116, etc.), may be explained as the box containing Osiris 
as babe or as mummy, or as a small ship in which either 
Orion stands as the divine ferryman (see below) or which 
Canopus, the principal star of the constellation Argo, 
pushes or rows, or, lastly, as a large vessel with a numerous 
crew, as in the Greek Argo story, with Canopus as steers- 
man." 

Of all these speculations, so far, little has been found 
in original Babylonian sources, the principal center of 
Asiatic mythology, not because the Babylonians possessed 
less fancy than the Egyptians but because we still know 
too little of their literature and are forced to reconstruct 
much of their mythology only from its reflexes in the 
mythologies of other nations, a difficult and often hazard- 
ous task. The Babylonian Deluge myth harmonizes dif- 
ferent ship-theories by explaining that Ut-napishtim, the 
Flood hero, and his ship were removed by the gods, after 
the Flood, to the supernatural world. The hero dwells now 
"at the mouth of the rivers," i. e., not as according to 
modern phraseology : where the rivers flow into the ocean, 
but at the opposite end, namely, where all rivers have their 
source in the stream branching off from the great reser- 

13 These two vessels can be identified when the sun-boat is employed during 
its night course, on the lower ocean, to ferry the souls. 

14 On the interchange of the closely connected constellations Orion and 
Argo, see above; the square frame of Orion can then likewise be explained 
as a box (or ship?). 
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voir of the world, the abyss. 15 This idea has most remark- 
able Egyptian parallels, on which, however, I cannot fully 
enter here. Originally, the hero Ut-napishtim must have 
become the ferryman on the Styx after the Flood. In the 
later development of the Gilgamesh epic he has a servant, 
the ferryman Ur-ninim, 16 who must assume, e.g., the manual 
task of bringing the wanderer Gilgamesh over to "the 
eternal Ut-napishtim" whom Gilgamesh wants to consult 
about eternal life. The Flood hero thus has become a 
master of the subterranean regions, exactly like "Osiris, 
the Lord of Eternity," who once floated about in his mirac- 
ulous chest and now sits on his throne, at the source of 
the Nile and of all waters, guarding there the plant and 
source of life. Evidently, Ut-napishtim has given over 
his ship to his double and servant to use it as ferry-boat. 
Variants, of course, make the deified hero keep his seat 
in that memorable ship without using it, again like Osiris. 
These Babylonian theories consider the master of the 
saving ship as a deified man, inclining toward euhemerism. 
In the Hebrew traditions we can discover traces also of 
the opposite theory, namely that the savior of humanity 
came from the supernatural realm, i. e., from the deep 
(which, of course, nevertheless is a part of the sky ac- 
cording to ancient cosmology). This divine incarnation 
is betrayed in the various divine characteristics of Noah. 
Of course, the other view, preferable to priestly writers, is 
expressed much more plainly, namely that Noah was chosen 
to save humanity as the most pious man of his age. That 

15 The constellation representing his ship, Argo, belongs therefore to the 
southern part of the sky, emerging from the lower world only for some time 
of the year. 

16 This name shows his connection with the watery depth (Jensen, Gilga- 
mesh Epos, p. 30), so he represents in all probability another ferryman, a 
predecessor of Ut-napishtim. In the Deluge ship there was likewise a captain 
or steersman, Puzur-bel, whose meaning remains to be determined. — The con- 
nection of the Babylonian Flood hero with Nergal, the god of the earth and 
the lower world, gives another explanation of his present seat ; the depths of 
the earth belong to Nergal as well as to Ea, the abyss. 
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he "walked with God" (Gen. vi. 9) was probably soon 
misunderstood in the now prevailing fashion, being re- 
ferred to his good moral behavior before his removal to 
heaven; originally it seems to have meant: he lived with 
God, after the Flood, having been removed to heaven in 
consequence of his righteous life. The variant with Enoch 
(Gen. v. 22, 24) points much more clearly to that original 
sense," although the text is confused in both verses. 

We must consider the question : What was the original 
name of the Hebrew Flood hero? The tradition about 
that name, evidently, was extremely uncertain, especially 
owing to the imperfect character of the Hebrew script. 
Exactly as, e. g., the name of Adam's son presented diffi- 
culties in that indistinct writing, so that the priestly scholars 
of Israel had to find a different etymological story and a 
different place in their chronological arrangement of the 
patriarchs for each of the readings — (1) Hebel (i. e., the 
Abel of the various versions and the English Bible), (2) 
Jabal or Jubal, and (3) Tubal (-cain) — so also with the 
Flood hero. 

The variant preserved in the Flood narrative, Noah, 
looks like a too easily explainable reading of the name. It 
has been observed long ago that the name Enoch (better 
Henoch, in Hebrew Chanok) apparently is only a variant 
of Noah. The letters N-w-ch seem to have been arranged 
in different order: Ch-n-w, and then the w was read k (or 
vice versa, the latter variant betraying a rather archaic 
type of the alphabet). The 365 years of Enoch (Gen. v. 21), 
like the similar 350 years of Noah after the Flood (ix. 28) 
and his walking with God (see above), show that Enoch 
and Noah are, at least, the closest parallels as cosmic per- 
sonalities. The Book of Enoch connects its hero with the 
Flood in such a way that we see, it remembered him as the 

" Which, I believe, M. Jastrow pointed out once. The phrase is by no 
means synonymous with "walking before God" as the ordinary Bible com- 
mentators think. 
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original Flood hero; also its description of Enoch as the 
wisest of all men who fully understood the order of earth 
and heaven is remarkable, showing him parallel to the 
Babylonian Flood hero who is also called Atra-khasis or 
Khasis-atra (Xisuthros of Berossus), "the very clever 
one." The motive that his superhuman wisdom qualified 
the Flood hero to reorganize the world is thus as well 
preserved in the late Hebrew tradition as in the scanty 
Babylonian source. The latter describes Khasis-atra as 
the only person who can solve the deepest world-problems, 
above all the problem of life and death. 18 The doublet of 
Enoch's mention, Gen. iv. 17, has not been explained in 
every detail. That here Enoch is made a son of the violent 
Orion-type, the wanderer Cain, corresponding to the par- 
allel character Lamech, Noah's father (see below), in the 
chronological scheme of the Priestly Code (Gen. v. 28), 
confirms again Enoch's identity with Noah. The city 
which Cain-Orion built for his son, Gen. iv. 17, is of course 
a variant of the explanation of the neighboring constella- 
tion Argo as the miraculous chest in which the good 
god (Osiris- Adonis, etc.) rests forever. This resting in a 
peculiar chest or chapel is the most important characteri- 
zation of that god, furnishing the Biblical type for Enoch. 
The floating box is transferred to the firm ground as a 
home prepared in this case for the new-born child; in this 
habitation the son enjoys the rest which the wandering 
father sought in vain, and thus inaugurates a new era of 
blessedness for mankind, exactly like Noah. That the 
parents explained the significant name given to their child 
recurs several times in the Yahvistic narrator, chap, iv; 1 * 
but only here, in the case corresponding with Noah, the 

18 See above on his connection with the plant and spring of life, corre- 
sponding with the functions of Osiris. 

" Only once with the writer of the Priestly Code, Gen. v. 29, who retains 
such an etymological play only for Noah, the most important personality be- 
tween Adam and Abraham. 
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significant etymology is applied also to the habitation of 
the hero. This and the meaning of Chanok-(H)enoch, 
"Dedicated, Hallowed" (but see below on the more original 
form), confirms the great importance of that dwelling 
which reappears later as the tent of Noah (ix. 21; cp. 
above). A rationalizing reviser of the Biblical text changed 
the "house" to "a city" thus showing that he no longer 
understood why the original source treated that building, 
erected for Enoch, as so important. We comprehend its 
significance in the light of the parallel mythologies, not- 
withstanding that distortion of the text which made most 
subsequent literalizing readers wonder whether the dwelling 
of one man, or at best of a family of three, could constitute 
"a city." Possibly the very application of the name "Dedi- 
cated" to that habitation represents the thought of a later 
scholar, who believed that the unusual name fitted a build- 
ing better than a person, but anyhow, the importance of the 
dwelling is the most original feature of the text, and the 
double mention of (H)enoch's name in Gen. iv and v, seems 
to confirm the relative antiquity, at least of the verbal root 
chanak for the consonants of the hero's name. The pro- 
nunciation as assumed by the Hebrew tradition indeed 
agrees with the meaning "Dedicated, Hallowed," but we 
may safely assume that the original pronunciation had 
active meaning, "the Hallower, Inaugurator" (i. e., of the 
new era of mankind, not only of the house or city). 

The relative antiquity of the two names (H)enoch and 
Noah is not easily decided. The priority must not be 
given rashly to the form Noah because its etymology "Rest- 
ful" yields only too obvious and beautiful a sense in the 
light of ancient mythology. 20 The obscurer name (H)enoch 

20 It is one of the strangest things that this absolutely clear meaning of 
the adjectival form noah has not been noticed by the modern commentators. 
They mostly consider the meaning "rest" and dismiss it without coming to a 
result. The noun "rest" is nuah; the careful distinction of the adjectival form 
which we find attested to already by the testimony of the Septuagint (Nde) 
shows the correct understanding of Noah's mythological character, from the 
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ought to be nearer to the original form, according to a 
well-known rule for textual criticism; possibly also the 
next group of names may furnish a confirmation of this 
theory. Nevertheless, we cannot call (H)enoch the orig- 
inal name of the hero with full certainty. 

The question of the original form of the hero's name 
is complicated by the comparison of another group of name- 
variants which may likewise have been derived from the 
unknown original of the name of the great savior of hu- 
manity. 21 This new group presents, in the proper names, 
variants which are all vaguely similar, but at the same 
time different enough to make a restitution of the original 
form from which they were derived, very problematic. 
This group also introduces a wealth of mythological vari- 
ants which leave us often in doubt whether they are in- 
tended to represent parallels of Noah or counterparts. All 
name-variants of this group, as they appear now, begin 
uniformly with L-, have a lip-sound as second letter (m, 
w, b,) M and a long-tailed final letter. We begin with the 
most characteristic person, Noah's father, Lamech. 

He is treated as somewhat parallel with the Flood 
hero, as the speculations about his lifetime sufficiently be- 
tray: he begot his son when he was 182 years old, i. e., 
half the year number 365 ; the 777 years of his whole life 
show another speculation. 28 His parallel and son, Noah, 

Biblical fragments alone, of coarse, it was hardly possible to understand this 
character and the meaning of the patriarchal name. 

21 With this group also the variant Enosh is to be connected, as is proved 
by the corresponding position of Sethitic Enosh and Cainitic Enoch, both stand- 
ing in the third generation of mankind, also by the 90S years of Enosh corre- 
sponding with the 950 of Noah. 90S is the more suggestive number and seems 
to be preferable to 950. See below on this and the simpler 365 of Enoch. — The 
change of the initial letters, Kheth and Aleph, in the two names is interesting 
because it admits various explanations ; that of the final letters Shin and Kaph 
is easy. — Whether a Phrygian Flood hero Anakos or Nanakos belongs to 
Enoch etc., is a disputed question, so this doubtful name cannot well decide 
the question of the original name-form. 

22 This result of the graphic mistakes is, however, accidental 

28 Either that he was, other features notwithstanding, as a hero a perfect 
man, or referring to the "seventy sevenfold" of his song (LXX, 753). 
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lived a similar number of years (350) after the Flood; 
Noah's total of 950 years seems to be a distortion of the 
better number 905 (cp. note 21, on Enosh), betraying 
as its basis a tripled shorter year of 300 days with the 
five epagomenal days of the normal year (365=360 + 5) 
added once. His 600 years before the Flood show the 
same cosmic number doubled. Below we shall return to 
the probability that Lot's name was only a graphic variant 
of the name Lamech (or its earlier form). Although 
Lot forms more of a parallel with Noah, since both are 
heroes of salvation from a great catastrophe, yet Lot is 
analogous to the other heroic type by his two daughter- 
wives, mothers of two great nations. His nearest analogy 
is thus Lamech, Noah's father and counterpart, who had 
two wives, Adah and Zillah, about whom we learn, un- 
fortunately, nothing else but that they had important sons 
with suspiciously similar names (see above on Abel-Jabal- 
Tubal). 24 

Lamech is a very important personality in the line of 
patriarchs, standing parallel and yet in a marked contrast 
to his son Noah. His character is shown principally by his 
slaying of the wanderer Cain, although this is excused as 
unintentional. He thus violently ended the old era and 
inaugurated a new one which is characterized by his peace- 
ful counterpart and son, Noah. Lamech's characteristic 
deed is clearly described in extra-canonical traditions ; 25 in 
the Biblical text, Gen. iv. 24, it is only faintly recognizable 
by the contrast between Cain and his slayer, Lamech : 

"If Cain shall be avenged sevenfold, 
Truly Lamech seventy and sevenfold [shall be avenged]." 

24 The names of these two wives, however, look very suggestive ; they can 
be interpreted to mean that the first was "comely" and the second "shady," 
i. e., dark or hidden. We recognize here the characters of Rachel, the fair 
one, and Leah, her ugly sister, who obtained a husband by hiding her face. 
This husband, Jacob, is another parallel of Lamech ; see below. 

25 The Life of Adam, cp. Dilltnann, in Ewald's Jahrbucher der biblischen 
IVissenschaft, V, and in his annotations to the Ethiopic version of Genesis 
which has preserved clear traces of that tradition about Cain's end. 
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Now this violent Lamech, the blind shepherd, is a double 
of his victim, the wild wanderer Cain, whose 910 years of 
life betray the tendency to make him likewise parallel to 
Enosh's and Noah's lives (905, 950). That Cain, running 
wildly into the land of Nod with his face turned back, 
signifies Orion as a foolish, violent person, 26 has now been 
generally recognized. Lamech shows his Orion character 
by his two wives, i. e., the two dogstars following Orion, 
and by his bold song; both Cain and Lamech appear as 
father of a Flood hero, iv. 17; v. 28. So we have here the 
motive recurring in various mythologies that the old Orion 
is killed by the new one (or vice versa). The hero renews 
himself by his own bold act. 

This act, which must seem impious when perpetrated 
on a double distinct from the murderer, or incomprehen- 
sible when the identity of that double with the slayer is 
emphasized, is explained or excused as inadvertently com- 
mitted; the slayer's face was turned away, or hidden, or 
he had become permanently blind. So in the extra-Biblical 
report on Cain's end it is not yet forgotten that Lamech 
was old and blind when he shot an arrow into the air and 
accidentally killed the stranger Cain. I. e., Orion with the 
spear or arrow (the "Resheph with the arrow" of Phoe- 
nician mythology) killed Orion, the forger of the miracu- 
lous sword. This story has been preserved most clearly in 
Teutonic mythology : the youthful hunter Siegfried bearing 
the sword forged by himself, is slain by the spear of grim 
Hagen. The latter lusts after the possession of the hood 
which makes Siegfried invisible. The simplest version of 
that myth must have been that the sword-bearing Orion 
was responsible for his own death, namely that he, either 

*«The Hebrew name for this constellation, Kefi, "the fool," shows that 
its hero was regarded as wild, reckless, and impious, but the majority of 
Orion myths treat that most prominent and most beautiful of all constellations 
favorably and represent it as a noble, or at least successful and victorious 
hero. Cp. the above illustrations from symbolizations of Christ (note 13). 
Most myths also allow an inverted explanation, we must remember. 
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made invisible by the hood or blinded by it in a way which 
no mythology has clearly preserved, was accidentally 
pierced by that spear or arrow (hurled into the air or 
stretched forth) when he, in his wild roaming, ran by the 
other Orion. The oldest Oriental tradition explains the 
accident more easily by Orion's face being turned back- 
ward so that he could not see what was before him, roam- 
ing about and seeking his way to the east. 21 The variant 
of this myth, that it was the slayer who was blind (or 
blinded) like Lamech, is found, side by side with the Sieg- 
fried version, in the Norse myth, according to which beauti- 
ful Baldr, one of the most manifest Adonis types, was 
killed by the missile of blind, old Hodhr. The smith motive 
is absent there but it recurs, e. g., in the Biblical tradition, 
for Cain means "smith" and of Tubal-cain (uniting the 
names of both sons of Adam in one: see above an Abel- 
Tubal 28 ) we are told expressly that he was "the forger of 
every cutting instrument of brass and iron." We will not 
investigate further the story of the sword with which the 
first smith slew his younger or, in the case of twins, weaker 
brother; nor can we enter upon the question how it came 
about that the most prominent star of Orion, the shoulder- 
star, was regarded by the Hebrews as the sign intended 

27 This could be explained as a moon-myth because the moon recedes 
daily by rising later, but also solar interpretations are possible. In the Bible 
the old mythical detail is no longer understood, and is therefore rationalized: 
Cain's "countenance fell," i. e., he looked to the ground (if we do not want 
to correct the text to read pand, "turned"; cp. Gen. xxxi. 2, Laban). 

2 *A clear indication that Abel and Cain were being interpreted not only 
as twins, but even as identical, as doubles, i. e., as the double Orion. This 
explains also the constant confusion of their occupations. The Noah type of 
a settled agriculturist does not befit Cain ; in Gen. iv. 2, he seems to have been 
assigned that character only to show that his wandering was not original but 
a later punishment. In the case of Esau (Orion the hunter) and Jacob (Orion 
the shepherd) a clear distinction between the twocharacters is drawn. How- 
ever, Siegfried and Osiris are murdered by their doubles while on a hunt 
(also Abel "in the field" evidently was hunting). Baldr is the vegetation god 
and yet he is felled by means of a peculiar plant which here assumes the part 
of the arrow or spear. This tends to show that his adversary has also com- 
mand of plants (cp. the name Hagen), etc. Noah is an agriculturist and yet 
a tender of the animals which he takes into his ark, so both occupations are 
interchanged even in this plain counterpart of Orion etc. 
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to make the hero immortal, being a warning to men not to 
raise a weapon against him, while in European mythologies 
its function was reversed, it being looked upon as the only 
vulnerable spot of the invulnerable warrior. 2 * Other Orion 
motives of Cain and Lamech must likewise be omitted in 
this account. Reference to the two wives of the latter has 
been expurgated almost completely in the case of Cain ; of 
only one of his two sister-wives, the name has been pre- 
served in Naamah ( "the Sweet, Pleasant One," correspond- 
ing with Adah, Rachel, etc.), the wife of Cain's parallel 
Tubal-cain, Gen. iv. 22, showing that both wives had the 
usual opposite mythological characters as observed above. 

We must now return to the question of the original 
name of the three different representatives of the group 
discussed here. 

The graphic variant most akin to the form Lamech is 
found in the name Laban. He shows partly the type of 
Cain and Lamech, i. e., the Orion type, being the father 
of the two women who become mothers of two nations, 
Israel and Judah. The two sisters are married to Jacob, 
a well-known Canaanitish god who bears, as even the ear- 
liest and most conservative critics could not help recog- 
nizing, the features of Orion, the hero wandering to the 
east. Jacob's shepherd's staff, e. g., with which he gets 
the better of his mean father-in-law, is known to have been 
identified with the three central stars of Orion from the 
earliest time. This seems, however, a secondary explanation 
of that staff which must be conceived not as straight but 
as curved in order to understand its origin from the raised 
sickle-sword of Orion "the smith" (Cain), or of Orion 
"with the sword." So Laban may be interpreted as the 
harsh, old Orion who is conquered by the new, mild Orion 

28 The Greek application of this motive to Achilles's heel connects it with 
the motive of the raised foot of Orion running or jumping and is clearly 
secondary (e. g., the Egyptian Pyramid texts speak only of the shoulder-star, 
never of the heel-star). 
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mutilations and transpositions of letters than are here in- 
dicated, exhibit an intentional or an accidental similarity 
to whom he loses his two daughters and his flocks; at the 
same time Laban may also represent the opposite character, 
the resting god as a sly guardian of treasures, sitting im- 
movable at the source of or beyond the rivers (see below 
on Lot). The important point for the present investigation 
is that the name Laban has not arisen from mythological 
speculations (such as "whiteness" or "milk," although 
these may have developed later), nor from the cult of some 
local god, but quite mechanically, from a different reading 
of the name appearing elsewhere as Lamech. Again we 
may conclude that the majority of the patriarchal names 
have arisen simply from graphic errors and uncertainties 
in the very limited number of original names correspond- 
ing with the few mythological types that were used toxhar- 
acterize those discrepant readings. 

The form Laban confirms apparently the name Lamech, 
as final n and k are quite similar. (Cp. possibly also the 
final h, ch, of Enoch.) Next also the name Lot seems to 
be graphically related to Lamech. In this name (written 
with the consonants L-w-t) the last letter t can be reduced 
to a very archaic k. We have now, in the Lamech- Laban- 
Lot group, three letters, probably L-m-k (less likely L-zv-k), 
which show at least in two letters similarity with the 
(H)enoch-Enosh-Noah group. The latter seems to be 
reducible to the original letters Ch-n-k (less probably Ch- 
w-k) and the letters n and m allow confusion; only the 
reading of ch, kh, for / is difficult to account for. 8 * 

We shall, however, not go too far into this paleographic 
problem. With our present material it is not safe to decide 
whether those two groups, which may have suffered more 

80 All of the above investigations, of course, count on readers familiar with 
the early paleography of the North Semitic languages, not only with the late 
Hebrew alphabet. 
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and whether, if we assume the former, full identity or more 
or less similarity was intended with the two original forms. 

Nor can we decide this question from the character of 
the various personages. The two groups exhibit two rather 
different types which do not invite too hasty identifica- 
tions. As shown above, the Lamech-group bears mostly the 
character of Orion as a wanderer or hunter, while in the 
Enoch-Noah group the character of the wise and gentle 
god, "resting" in his square home, at least predominates. 
So the idea of the Biblical writer or his source seems to 
have been this : the bold Lamech, the last and very charac- 
teristic representative of the age of violence as described in 
Gen. vi. 5, 11, 12, ends that age by slaying the hero bearing 
the same Orion character as he does himself, i. e., his own 
double who once, by murdering his gentle brother, had 
ushered in that period of recklessness. The last murderer 
or avenger begets a son of the same mild type as Cain's 
murdered brother; Abel's parallel Noah inaugurates now 
a new era of rest (as both his names seem to indicate) and 
of divine blessing. But in the case of Lot the motives of the 
two groups intermingle, and also in Noah such confusions 
can be found. If not the original writer or writers, at least 
their readers often must have tried to compare and to 
connect the two groups, finding in their names and per- 
sons the old principle that every new age is a repetition of 
the preceding one no matter how differently from this it 
may begin, and that the personalities of the heroic, patri- 
archal age, being divine, must not die but renew them- 
selves — just like Adonis-Tammuz who either as a gentle, 
quiet god or as his own violent counterpart and adversary 
always reappears. 

We have seen in the Babylonian Gilgamesh epic how 
the hero, wandering to the east and the great river or 
rivers, and finally sailing on or across these waters, finds 
there his counterpart, the immovable, eternal sage, the 
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guardian of life, at the source of or beyond the waters. 
That the newcomer is joined to this guardian if he remains 
in the realm of the latter, can now hardly be recognized 
in the epic ; what is left is only that as soon as the wanderer 
returns to the upper world, he loses immortality and must 
wander on, longing sadly for what he has lost. 81 Thus the 
old question is solved whether Orion is to be one with the 
ship Argo, standing on or in it, or is separated from the 
ship and even forms its hostile counterpart. We have 
seen above how the purest Canaanitish Orion type, Jacob, 
must wander to the eastern country between the great 
rivers to receive from his double or counterpart, Laban, 
his wives and his flocks. Also the Egyptian Orion story 
of the Haunted Prince uses this idea (strongly differen- 
tiated from the earlier and purer Egyptian Osiris concep- 
tion) that the hero, as a hunter, must wander eastward to 
the land of Mesopotamia (or more correctly "the River 
Land") to win his wife, the princess of Mesopotamia, 82 but 
also to find his violent end there. This story is built en- 
tirely on Asiatic, more exactly on Canaanitish, motives, 
as we see especially from that confusion of the mysterious 
land at the source of all rivers with the earthly region be- 
tween the great rivers — a confusion only half completed 
in Gen. ii. io. 88 

Another forefather of the Hebrew nation, the wise 
Abraham, who founded Israel by sheer wisdom and piety, 
had therefore his original home also in Mesopotamia, the 

81 This, evidently, was one of the many explanations why Orion looks back. 
More common is the explanation that, in one way or another, he lost immor- 
tality by looking back — like Eurydice or Lot's wife who had to take this motive 
from the male type. For another theory see below. 

32 The old question whether the two stars following Orion are his dogs or 
his wives, is there solved by giving him one wife and one dog, a later version, 
it seems, although appearing in a manuscript of the fifteenth century B. C. 

88 Here the name Eden confounds the mythological, extra-cosmic source 
of all rivers with the region around Babylon and the real land of Eden_ in 
Northern Mesopotamia. Also the name Shinear, Gen. xi. 2, confuses a region 
of Northern Mesopotamia with that around Babel, showing the vagueness of 
the Canaanitish knowledge about the eastern regions. 
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Canaanitish substitute for the land beyond the dark waters 
of the lower world, and at the source of all rivers, all 
life, and all wisdom. Later scholars removed that mytho- 
logical "River Land" 3 * still farther from its original loca- 
tion outside of this earth, and prosaically determined Abra- 
ham's home most exactly as Ur or Haran 86 in Mesopo- 
tamia, showing thus how far the original mythological 
meaning of the "River Land" had been lost. When, how- 
ever, Abraham's relative and parallel Lot was said to have 
chosen as his place of living "the plain of the Jordan" 
(Gen. xiii. 10, 12, etc.) and the region where later the 
Dead Sea extended, this does not indicate that a local 
Canaanitish god of that name existed there but it shows 
consciousness on the part of the narrator that Lot's mytho- 
logical type as a parallel to Noah required connection with 
the watery depths in the east and the rivers. This is another 
indication of Lot's Utnapishtim-Osiris-Noah character be- 
fitting his connection with a great destruction of sinners. 
His two (daughter- or sister-) wives conflict with his char- 
acterization as it prevailed in Canaan, but also Laban with 
his two daughters connects, as shown above, the Orion 
and the Utnapishtim-Osiris character. The origin of both 
names from Lamech (or something similar) accounts for 
this. In Egypt the dying god has as Horus, the fighter, 
usually only one wife, Hat-hor, the goddess of the sky, 
contrary to his many Orion features ; in regard to the im- 
movable, eternal Noah type Osiris, however, his pair of 

34 In Hebrew originally "(land of) rivers," *Naharim, according to the 
Amarna letters (Narima) and the Egyptian tradition (Naharina) ; in the pres- 
ent Hebrew text distorted to the dual Naharaim, "the two rivers." Abraham's 
brother or grandfather Nahor betrays the same etymology from nahar, "river," 
notwithstanding one letter now changed. It is not impossible that the dualistic 
interpretation in the present Hebrew form is quite late, being due to an in- 
fluence from the Greek name Mesopotamia. 

86 I am not as sure as some modern scholars that these places were chosen 
as famous seats of the moon-cult. These names may be simply distortions of 
Aram, unless we assume this latter name (in Aram-Naharaim, E. V. Meso- 
potamia) as the original. On the other hand, it is true that Abraham's father 
Terah seems to be nothing else but yare(a)h, "moon" (see above on the con- 
fusion of ; and t in Jubal-Tubal etc.). 



NOAH AND HIS FAMILY. 28l 

sisters and wives 86 is strongly emphasized, although one of 
these, Nephthys, stands between Osiris and his antagonist, 
Seth. How this deviation from the usual Asiatic distinc- 
tion of the two types is to be explained still remains an 
open question, but in Egypt as well as in Asia we see their 
combination and confusion. 

From Noah's father we turn to his children. 

We all are so familiar with Shem, Ham, and Japheth, 
the sons of Noah, that any digression from their number 
seemingly so full of symbolical meaning and, in the eyes 
of the old school of exegetes, sufficiently agreeing with 
their own divisions of mankind, must to most people appear 
strange enough, or even impossible. Thus only a con- 
temptuous smile was devoted by most Christian scholars 
to Mohammed's story, Sura XI, that there was a fourth 
son of the patriarch, who, in frivolous unbelief, did not 
listen to the pious warnings of his father and joined the 
infidel crowd which derided the ark-builder. The story 
runs thus: Allah told Noah (loc. cit., verse 42) to bring 
into the ark the animals to be preserved and his family, 
"except the one on whom sentence had been passed before 
.... (44) And Noah called his son who was aside: oh 
my dear son, embark with us and be not with the infidels ! 
(45) He said: I shall go to a mountain which will save 
me from the water. He [Noah] said: nobody is safe from 
Allah's order except the one on whom he has had mercy. — 
And the waves passed between both and he was among 
those who were drowned." Mohammedan commentators 
state even more clearly than the Koran that the disobedient 
son was the fourth, and they give his name as Canaan." 
Christian and Jewish scholars noticed that these statements 
as well as the original story in the Koran ran parallel with 

*• Their stellar explanation as the two dogstars is less clear in Egypt. 

M See A. Geiger, Was hat Mohammed aus dem Judentum aufgenommenf 
p. 109. — That in Sura LXVI, 10, Noah's wife doubts the divine mission of her 
husband is, of course, taken from Lot's wife but is nevertheless remarkable. 
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the disobedience and cursing of Noah's "youngest son," 
Gen. ix. 22ff, and that the name Canaan seemed to be taken 
directly from verses 25-27, although this was not in har- 
mony with the Biblical reference to Canaan (Gen. x. 6) 
in which he appears as a grandson, not a son, of Noah. 
They dismissed these evidences of ignorance with more or 
less contempt. Modern critics, however, have recently 
learned to consider Mohammed's "blunders" with a little 
more respect. The oral traditions of unlearned Arabian 
Jews and Christians in the seventh century, A. D., on which 
he relied are usually interesting, even where they can be 
called mere misinterpretations of Old or New Testament 
stories. 88 Not only that occasionally a remarkably good 
instinct is shown for the old mythical motives: there re- 
mains even the possibility that a few good traditions dating 
from the time before the rigid codification of the Old Testa- 
ment text, may have survived among the Jews of some 
remote corners of Arabia. 

The number four of the sons of the Flood hero may 
therefore be considered, I think, as a mythological variant 
worth noticing. Noah's descendants could be treated in 
various manners, of course, according to the different 
mythological types combined in their father. The purest 
of these, the Adonis-Tammuz type, ought not to provide 
him with any family. This god usually has no children. 
He does not need them, inasmuch as he himself is con- 
stantly revived or reborn; both as a fighting hero and as 
the immovable guardian of the deep he sends only his 
double to the upper world. Below we shall attempt to 
apply the twin motive to this double and to Noah's sons. 
The three sons of the hero are very unusual in Oriental 
mythology and seem to be adapted to specifically Hebrew 

88 Cp., e. g., Mohammed's identification of Moses's sister Miriam and 
Christ's mother Mariam which, as H. Winckler has shown, must impress mod- 
ern scholars like a piece of extremely remarkable criticism although it was 
entirely involuntary. 
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speculations which we cannot trace well; the division of 
the world into three parts furnishes only an unsatisfactory 
analogy. 89 The Koranic number, it is true, has a distinct 
counterpart so far only in Egyptian mythology. This may 
be accidental. Little as we seem to know about the Egyp- 
tian myths, yet we know, e. g., much less about the Baby- 
lonian religion, and may therefore hope to find that Egyp- 
tian idea there also. On the other hand, we have discussed 
above several possibilities that the Hebrew conception of 
Noah rested on some specific Egyptian traditions, and this 
may be the case here too. Egypt was so near and so well 
connected with Canaan that such an assumption is natural 
enough. 

If Noah seems to bear some special Osiris features, we 
may consider also the Egyptian analogy of the four sons 
of Osiris. The very complicated role of these four genii 
is now explained rather fully by W. Max Muller, in his 
Egyptian Mythology. Although their original seat of 
worship and meaning still remains obscure (op. cit., p. 
1 12) , we find them even in the earliest sources, the Pyramid 
Texts, associated with both forms of the dying god, the 
quiet Osiris and the active Horus, as companions under the 
name of sons. As Osiris-Horus can be seen manifested 
in every part of changing nature — Osiris more in the lower 
world and the waters below, Horus rather in the sky, but 
both interchanging to a great extent — so also do the four 
sons and guardians of this double god appear in almost 
every part of the world. It is shown that they were given 
celestial interpretations as various prominent stars or con- 
stellations; in a wider sense they were explained as the 

89 Dillmann's commentary, e.' g., referred, strange enough, to the three 
foreign races assumed by the Egyptians as a parallel. But adding the Egyp- 
tians themselves as the fourth (red) race, we obtain the number four, a rather 
significant fact because the races were in Egypt subject to Horus, the god of 
the sky and of light, who differentiated them by his rays. Thus these four 
races (red, white, light brown or yellow, black) might be treated as a parallel 
to the four sons of Horus when he is called the father of mankind. See 
below. 
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four cardinal points, or pillars, or sides of the sky, so that 
they represented in fact the whole sky ruled by their father 
as the sun-god. Next, as celestial forces or standing be- 
tween heaven and earth, they had dominion over the four 
winds or could personify these. 40 When associated with the 
counterpart of all this, with Osiris, they became the four 
subterranean rivers or reservoirs which distribute all water 
over the world, to or from the four cardinal points, i. e., 
they were the fourfold earthly appearance of Osiris when 
he was described as the great abyss hidden below the earth 
and surrounding it as the ocean. Thus they were con- 
nected with the deepest and most mysterious source of the 
world, the water of life, which, coming from Osiris, gives 
new life to the blessed dead. Accordingly they could also 
be united with the counterpart or complement of this spring, 
the plant of life (op. cit., p. 97, Fig. 89). As lords of the 
four winds, they could likewise express the idea of sending 
new life, according to the pneumatic theory of life. Dwel- 
ling in the lower world, i. e., in the south where the Nile 
rises from the abyss, there again they guarded the four 
winds which were thought to be kept in a common prison 
(op. cit., p. 394) ; or, returning to the heavenly-pillar con- 
ception, they held, in the south or east, the ladder of heaven 
for the sun-god's daily ascent to his celestial path. In 
this role, as we now see, they formed the connection be- 
tween the lowest and the highest spheres of the world, 

40 Miiller has not yet compared the Egyptian representations of the winds. 
When some of the winds are represented with four faces, the conception of 
the four sons of Osiris as the winds may have influenced these (always late) 
representations, although the four faces of those genii are never imitated ex- 
actly. As for their various stellar explanations, I believe we can identify one. 
The picture reproduced in W. Max Miiller, Eg. Mythology, Fig._ 116, shows 
Osiris as Orion standing on a boat and touching with one hand his four sons 
who are crowded together before him into a narrow group. If the boat repre- 
sents the constellation of Argo itself, we may see in those four personalities 
the four stars below Argo which form the Southern Cross. This constellation 
is visible in Upper Egypt during the summer. We have to assume some artistic 
liberty in the picture in order to bring that constellation somewhat nearer to 
Orion's hand than a modern star map would show. Such artistic and mytho- 
logical liberties occur frequently enough in astronomic pictures of early time, 
so that the above proposed identification seems quite plausible. 



NOAH AND HIS FAMILY. 285 

i. e., between Osiris and Horus. The last-mentioned func- 
tions had a certain parallel when the four prepared, on the 
subterranean waters (loc. cit.), the sun-ship for its course 
on the upper celestial ocean, or when they were associated 
with its parallel, the ferry-boat of the Styx which led to 
the realm of Osiris and of the dead. This role would allow 
us to find an easy connection with the Deluge story, see, 
however, op. cit., p. 76, for the so far very scanty traces 
of the Deluge tradition in Egypt. Otherwise also their 
various associations with the winds could suggest such a 
fancy — e. g., some people might find even an allusion to 
the Deluge in a passage in the Pyramid Texts which calls 
the four genii the protectors of the defunct souls against 
storms. We find them, however, in general as guardians 
of all dangerous forces of nature. Later, e. g., when the 
ocean became an evil force, standing in opposition to good 
Osiris who once had represented the sea (see above), we 
observe various attempts (op. cit., pp. ic>4ff ) to make those 
four gods in a new sense the guardians of the source of all 
waters, i. e., they hold down the Satanic water-dragon who 
lies in the depths of the world (like the Biblical Leviathan). 
This monster, ascending from its subterranean, dark layer, 
can manifest itself also in storm or rain, so the last-men- 
tioned role of the four good genii as guardians can be 
reconciled with their celestial guardian functions men- 
tioned above. The very early mention of their constraining 
the monster serpent "Overturner of Souls" (Neheb-kau) 
which, in the depths of the earth, waylays and swallows the 
souls of the dead wandering to the realm of Osiris, is dif- 
ferent from that function mentioned last, but once more 
it reveals their beneficent nature and their general activity 
as guardians wherever the world needs any watching. 
Without question their number aided those speculations, 
four being the most important cosmic number, as is espe- 
cially clear in Egyptian mythology. They could also be 
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united into one great cosmic force, e. g., these "four spirits 
(i. e., manifestations) of Horus" are clearly identical with 
the four-faced Horus (op. cit., pp. 388, 394). The repres- 
entation of this manifestation of the higher world shows 
the hawk-head of Horus, the sky-god, quadrupled to in- 
dicate the origin of that "quadrinity." When it is sepa- 
rated into four persons the pictures show these either all 
with human heads (op. cit., Fig. 89, mostly thus in earlier 
time, e. g., as guardians of the embalmed), or with four 
varied heads : one human, one of a hawk, one of a baboon, 
one of a jackal. 41 We see their great importance; no cor- 
responding group of three can be found in Egypt. 

Now it seems very plausible that at least the idea of 
four divine guardians was borrowed by the Hebrews from 
Egypt. Ezekiel's vision of the four Cherubim (Ez. i. 5ff) 
clearly betrays the influence of those Egyptian represen- 
tations. The bodies of the four angels there are those of 
men (verse 5) and four human hands are hidden under 
their four wings (verse 8) ; only the prophet does not 
dare to break entirely away from the popular conception 
of the Cherubim as having the bodies of winged bulls, and 
describes, at least, the soles of their feet as of "a calf's 
foot." How to depict such a combination remains a prob- 
lem, but we must not be too critical toward a vision. The 
legs, however, cannot have been conceived simply as bull's 
legs; they "were straight feet," a remark which may re- 
mind us of the strange, mummy-like stiffness of most Egyp- 
tian representations of those four genii (see below). This 
detail may remain undecided, but the four faces of Ezekiel's 
angels correspond approximately with the Egyptian mod- 
els : man, lion, ox, and eagle. The substitution of the lion's 
head for that of the baboon can easily be explained; the 
latter is no Palestinian animal and, in rough drawing, the 

41 Cp. op. cit, p. Ill, Fig. 114, and p. 112, Fig. 116 (where we observe 
how easy it was to unite those four heads on one neck). 
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profiles of both animals look very much alike. Only in the 
substitution of the ox for the Egyptian jackal the Hebrews 
have taken a liberty. This, however, seems likewise easy 
to account for, less by an interpretation of the long, pointed 
jackal-ears as horns than by referring back to the above- 
mentioned popular conception of the Cherubim as bulls. 
The bull's head, it seems, takes thus the place of the least 
dignified type among the animal faces. 

The signification of the Hebrew Cherubim corresponds 
fairly well to that of the "sons of Osiris." As the foremost 
angels they are, of course, according to Hebrew ideas 
"sons of God" (cp. Job i. 6, etc.), like the Egyptian genii. 
Then the Cherubim appear principally as guardians com- 
missioned by God, to begin with, to watch the entrance 
to the garden of Paradise (Gen. iii. 24). We know how 
many Oriental monuments represent monsters of the Cher- 
ubim-Seraphim character guarding the water, the flower, 
the tree of life, in close analogy to the Egyptian ideas 
shown above. Standing as guards near the throne of God 
Himself, the Cherubim correspond perfectly to the children 
of Osiris when these guard thus their father. There is 
only one difference: we have no direct Egyptian counter- 
part for God's riding on the Cherubim when he manifests 
Himself in the storm. The Egyptian four genii always 
stand solemnly still ; as guardians they do not walk or fly. 
And yet they come near the above Cherubim idea as bearers 
of the sky on which the throne of God rests according to 
Egyptian as well as Hebrew thought; they approach it 
even more closely in that repeatedly recurring, though 
not always very clearly understood connection with the 
winds, especially the storm-winds. From this it is but one 
step to the Hebrew description of Yahveh riding on the 
storm. We must bear in mind that, with the only excep- 
tion of the malevolent character Seth, the gods of almost 
rainless Egypt did not appear on the storm-winds and 
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storm-clouds like many Asiatic gods. The least important 
analogy may have been the number four of the Cherubim 
and the archangels {Book of Enoch, XL, 2 ; Rev. vii. 1, 11, 
etc.) because this cosmic number can easily be obtained 
independently ; still, it must not be neglected in the present 
connection. The discovery of parallel motives in Asiatic 
mythologies 42 will probably necessitate only a slight modi- 
fication of the above remarks. 

Thus we come to the conclusion that some variants of 
the Flood myth assuming four sons of the hero ought to 
have existed in Palestine. It is difficult to decide whether 
the Koranic story was based on an authentic older tradi- 
tion or on a fancy which accidentally fell into the correct 
ruts of older mythological thinking. If it rested entirely 
on Gen. ix. 22-27, then we surely have a path leading to 
an earlier form of the Noah myth. A close examination 
of that desperate Biblical passage will lead to the result 
that it is indeed easiest to assume from it a fourth son, 
called Canaan, for the earlier form of the Noah story. 
Whether he was originally the youngest son seems ques- 
tionable, he ought to have held a better or even the best 
place at the time when the Hebrews, who always called 
their land Canaan and their language "the tongue of Ca- 
naan" were not yet ashamed to call themselves Canaanites. 
That is what we should expect from those parallel usages. 
It seems that only later theological theories, based on the 
Joshua stories, separated the heathen Canaanites as a dif- 
ferent and inferior nation from the Hebrews. Then it 

42 We may compare here what Alfred Jeremias, op. cit., p. 225, has 
compiled (after Zimmern in K. A. T., a p. 542, and Gunkel, Genesis, p. 241) of 
Babylonian and Jewish speculations about the four eons and the fourfold 
revelation accompanying the beginning of each eon opened by a great teacher. 
These analogies to Osiris accompanied by his four manifestations and to a 
supposedly similar Noah are very remarkable, but we do not yet understand 
them sufficiently. Cp. Zimmern, K. A. T., 8 p. 536, on the most complete Baby- 
lonian tradition of a great divine revelation by the four mysterious beings 
Euedokos, Eneugamas, Eneubulos, Anementos. After the analogy of the 
Oannes myth these four teachers of divine knowledge probably emerged from 
the bottom of the sea, in perfect parallelism with some explanations of the 
Egyptian four genii. 
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became necessary indeed to make Canaan the youngest 
son, i. e., the least important, as is done in Gen. ix. 24. 
That difficult passage in Gen. ix, has led to the wildest 
apologetic efforts, such as explaining away the expression 
"the youngest son" by treating the adjective as the com- 
parative "the younger," i. e., Ham whom the constant ar- 
rangement of the three sons (v. 32; vi. 10; vii. 13; ix. 18 — 
all P.) always mentions as the second son is declared to 
be compared only with the first-born, a makeshift which 
is quite inadmissible grammatically. The difficulty that 
Ham commits a sin while his son, Canaan, is cursed for it, 
is poorly harmonized with Gen. x. 6 by the apologists of 
the old school as a punishment of the father in his son. 
Some of the most modern critics, on the other hand, draw 
from that curse of Canaan in the poetical passage, verses 
25-27, the conclusion that the three sons were, originally, 
Shem, Japheth, Canaan, the later substitution for Canaan, 
i. e., Ham, having been worked into verse 22 and then har- 
monized with Gen. x. 6. Assuming that the text has been 
changed repeatedly in favor of the later prevailing theory 
of Shem, Ham, Japheth, and that only those three verses 
have been kept intact by their poetical form, I should still 
rather find in these a trace of Canaan as standing indepen- 
dent by the side of the three brothers.* 8 

A clear restoration of the whole story is, of course, 
hardly possible after the rigorous adaptations to the later 
number of Noah's sons. Among these adaptations I count 

48 According to this theory we may also risk to assume, with some de- 
gree of plausibility, that in the original form of the Biblical table of nations, 
Canaan's descendants formed an independent family, side by side with, tine 
Hamites and Semites. This would, of course, be much more reasonable than 
the present incomprehensibility of classifying the Canaanites with the descen- 
dants of Ham (Gen. x. 6). The excuse of liberal apologists, that ethnology 
is too young a science to expect in that Hebrew system in Gen. x, has some 
truth in it and holds good in other cases, but a group like the more or less 
dusky Africans should have been easily distinguished even by the most primi- 
tive observer of ancient times. This possibility that the Canaanites, as long 
as the Hebrews confessed to belong to them, may have formed the fourth ( ?) 
and smallest group of nations, going back directly to a son of Noah, is of 
course not apparent in the present form of Gen. x. 
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verse 23, although remarkable old mythological motives 
appear there. The face turned backward is one of the 
principal characteristics of Orion, as has been amply shown 
above. Here a new explanation for this abnormality is 
given, namely decent shame. A garment hanging down 
from the hand is another characteristic of the same type. 
The object Orion holds in his left hand is often explained 
as a spotted skin or embroidered garment (Joseph's coat, 
etc.), and this explanation seems to be more primitive than 
that as a shield of spotted hide — a theory we can trace back 
to 1400 B. C. in the Canaanitish Resheph type (also repro- 
duced by the Egyptians) . These explanations of that mys- 
terious object lead, as is well known, to very interesting 
speculations, e. g., to the comparison of Orion with his 
counterpart or consort Virgo who sometimes is thought 
to be holding a similar skin or garment taken from the 
hero," or to the story that Orion's left hand is wounded 
and therefore wrapped up in that piece of cloth or skin. 
The latter motive finally produces the myth of the one- 
handed hero, most clearly preserved in Teutonic mythology. 
So we recognize here the stellar picture of Orion standing 
over the Osiris-like "restful" god, who lies in the chest 
Argo, and trying to hide, with some peculiar garment, the 
very manifest phallus of the latter.* 5 Then the idea of the 
double Orion is used in order to group two of Noah's sons 
together, as a parallel to the two wives, sisters, or daughters 
associated alternatively with one of the two divine and 
astral types under discussion (see above on these types 
and their motives). Here that interesting piece of mythol- 
ogy seems to show that the rest of Noah's family was 

**Cp., e. g., Potiphar's wife, a strict type of dangerous Astarte-Virgo, 
holding that many-colored coat of Joseph's, or Deianeira, holding the garment 
poisoned by Nessus, etc. 

«« See above on the motive of ithyphallism. Another explanation of the 
skin in Orion's hand seems to be given in the story how Jacob, the plainest of 
all Biblical Orion types, deceived his blind father with kid-skins drawn over 
his hands. On the motive of one of two rivaling heroes being blind, especially 
one a double of Orion, see above on Lantech. 
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treated as one son; the contrast of two pairs is less prob- 
able. 46 As said above, the isolated motive of three sons, 
therefore, seems to be rather old with the Hebrews. It 
may, nevertheless, have originated by excluding an un- 
worthy son from the family and the ark (although in Gen. 
ix, the bad behavior of one son manifestly is assumed after 
the Flood). So the later recognized version or versions 
of the Flood story may at first have separated the three 
good sons from the fourth and may then, still later, have 
thought it worth while to mention only these. It is not 
advisable to supplement the details of such versions from 
the Koranic tradition. In making the fourth son perish 
because of lack of faith it betrays too late a religious de- 
velopment to harmonize it with the oldest myths ; only the 
number of the sons deserves our attention. 

Our fancy has here full sway rather in discovering con- 
nections with endless mythological motives. Let us then 
bear, above all, this in mind, that regarding the number 
of persons present in Noah's ark or forming his family, 
probably more variants existed than indicated here. The 
mythologies of other nations furnish many such variants, 
from a single survivor or a married couple too old to beget 
children in the natural way (so as to have to create off- 
spring by some miracle — thus occasionally betraying again 
the original divine nature of the Flood hero) to as numer- 
ous a crew of the ship as, e. g., the Babylonian epic as- 
sumes. The prevalence of one version or certain versions 
in one country never excluded completely the knowledge of 
others. Let us remember that Israel, before the complete 

*• For the theory that Noah had indeed four children, but two sons and 
two daughters, the analogy of CEdipus could be adduced. He is the plainest 
of all Orion types in Greek mythology, slaying his own father, limping, blind 
in his old age, being led by his two daughters, while his two sons betray their 
nature by slaying each other just as the heavenly twins do so often. Of course, 
it is not impossible that versions existed according to which Noah had two 
good sons and two shameless sons, or, more probably, daughters. Especially 
the latter myth could be read easily in the stars. Only we should have to 
assume stronger mutilations of the text in Gen. ix than we have done so far. 
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victory of the monotheistic principle, possessed as rich a 
mythology as any heathen nation. Even the scanty and 
mercilessly expurgated fragments in which the earliest 
Hebrew traditions have come down to our time, betray 
this former wealth. How must it have flourished when the 
worship of Adonis-Tammuz was as public and as intensive 
as even as late a writer as Ezekiel (viii. 14) witnessed it! 
Therefore we must not be surprised at finding the kaleido- 
scopic character of all mythologies also in the traditions 
of Genesis. 47 Still less surprising ought to be the result that 
the patriarchs, as representatives of the mythical age when 
God (or the gods) still walked the earth, were all originally 
characters very different from the pale types of medieval 
saintly legends which the Sunday-school teacher must now 
force upon them. 

M. Milman. 



47 This essay was written without having E. Stucken's Astraltnythen at 
hand. I regret not to be able to state how far mjr remarks on stellar motives 
run parallel with the results of that important pioneer work. I hope, how- 
ever, that some of these remarks will prove to be independent steps on the 
paths opened by Stucken. 



